
  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NMA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NMA Comments Responses 

NGO-NMA-1 
 

NGO-NMA-1: 
The FLPMA and case law clearly provide that operations under the Gen-
eral Mining Law are subject to whatever reasonable regulations the Sec-
retary may apply.  For that reason the RMP acts as a broad guide that puts 
the user-public on notice of the resource concerns that occur in particular 
areas.  Those concerns must be taken into account in the specific review 
of any action proposed subject to 43 CFR 3802 or 3809. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NMA Comments Responses 

NGO-NMA-2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-NMA-3 


NGO-NMA-2: The General Mining Law is one of a number of laws that 
needs to be taken into account and balanced within the RMP.  Its provi-
sions have been taken into account particularly in Alternatives A, B, and 
D.  The RMP, particularly in those three alternatives, essentially describes 
what has been existing standard operating procedure, on a case-by-case 
basis, for actions under the General Mining Law. 

NGO-NMA-3: BLM recognizes that the range of alternatives would affect 
mineral development.  The RMP describes what has been standard operat-
ing procedure, on a case-by-case basis, for existing actions under the Gen-
eral Mining Law.  That leads to the conclusion that, if operations have 
been permitted previously, the future level of interest and subsequent per-
mitting will not be substantially different.  Implementing Alternative C 
would be most likely to result in noticeable impacts to future interest in 
locatable minerals development. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NMA Comments Responses 

NGO-NMA-3 
Cont  -d. 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-NMA-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-NMA-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-NMA-6 

NGO-NMA-4: See response to NGO-NMA-3. 

Regarding the difficulty in determining land subject to special stipula-
tions, the BLM has furnished maps suitable for a RMP analysis. 

NGO-NMA-5: Comment noted. 

NGO-NMA-6: BLM must comply with FLPMA and other applicable 
laws, regulations and policy.  The range of alternatives takes into con-
siderations areas containing sensitive resource values and recommends 
withdrawing locatable minerals as described in action MR 9.2.  As pre-
sented, the RMP does not create any de facto withdrawals.  The RMP 
can propose formal mineral withdrawals within the document. Those 
must be specifically identified, and would still have to go through the 
formal withdrawal process after the finalization of the RMP.  The RMP 
can also set the stage for future withdrawals, the specifics of which are 
undefined at the time of writing the document.  Those too would have 
to go through the formal withdrawal process, and would also include 
review under a separate NEPA document. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NMA Comments Responses 

NGO-NMA-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-NMA-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-NMA-9 
 

NGO-NMA-7: BLM is obligated to take appropriate action to preserve or 
enhance sensitive species in order to prevent their formal listing as a 
threatened or endangered species.  The existing Osgood ACEC would 
continue to be managed as an ACEC, see D-ACEC 1.1.  The area is iden-
tified as a future mineral withdrawal (60 acres). 

NGO-NMA-8: See response to NGO-NMA-6. 

NGO-NMA-9: BLM has revised this section in the proposed RMP – See 
D-G1, D-G1.1, and DG1.N. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NMA Comments Responses 

NGO-NMA-10 

NGO-NMA-11 

NGO-NMA-12 

NGO-NMA-13 

NGO-NMA-14 

NGO-NMA-10: See response NGO-NMA-9. 

NGO-NMA-11: Withdrawals would be suggested in accordance with Ac-
tion MR 9.2 (same in all alternatives):  “Limit the size of mineral with-
drawals to what is necessary to protect the values requiring the mineral 
withdrawal.” 

NGO-NMA-12: See response NGO-NMA-9. 

NGO-NMA-13: The comments provided are part of established law or 
case law and there is no need to specify those details in the RMP/EIS. 
The RMP does not establish specific withdrawals, it indicates Bureau sup-
port for pursuing those identified and any proposed in the future.  Any 
withdrawal will have to go through the prescribed process of proposal, 
review, and NEPA analysis. 

NGO-NMA-14: BLM prepared a range of alternatives.  Alternatives A, B 
and D do not propose a mineral withdrawal for ACECs except the Osgood 
Milkvetch ACEC, which is included for withdrawal in all alternatives. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NMA Comments Responses 

NGO-NMA-15 

NGO-NMA-16 

NGO-NMA-17 

NGO-NMA-15: Proper occupancy (43 CFR 3715) under the General 
Mining Law is addressed in Objective MR-8 and subsequent actions.  The 
purpose of CA-MR 2.1 and Objective MR-8 is to assure that such occu-
pancies provide for the continued access of the public to lands surround-
ing the occupancy, particularly if specific access (a trail or road) was ob-
structed by the occupancy.  

NGO-NMA-16: See response to NGO-NMA-15. 

NGO-NMA-17: BLM evaluated impact to minerals based on soils man-
agement in Chapter 4 – Section 4.3.1.  Seasonal restrictions would be con-
sidered on a case-by-case basis. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NMA Comments Responses 

NGO-NMA-17 
Cont-d. 

NGO-NMA-18 

NGO-NMA-19 

NGO-NMA-20 
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NGO-NMA-18: The avoidance and exclusion zones proposed in the RMP 
apply only to certain uses authorized by the BLM.  Appropriate rights-of-
way, following routes that are considered by the Bureau to be reasonable, and 
subject to applicable stipulations, must be allowed for operations proposed 
under the General Mining Law.  Avoidance or exclusion zones have no effect 
on properly authorized operations under the General Mining Law.  Defini-
tions for avoidance and exclusions areas are included in the glossary and ac-
count for activities allowed by law.  

NGO-NMA-19: BLM is mandated to manage public lands for multiple use 
according to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act.  Management 
Action D-VF 4.3 has been revised to include specific management actions 
that would be used to maintain old growth stands. 

NGO-NMA-20: Several factors went into the determination of Priority 
Wildlife Habitat Areas. As a starting point, and through cooperation with 
NDOW, the areas that are designated as Population Management Units 
(PMUs) for the candidate species Greater Sage-grouse were reviewed.  
Many of these areas are also inhabited by the threatened species Lahontan 
Cutthroat Trout (LCT). Of these areas, the ones considered to be the most 
crucial for protection due to presence of at-risk wildlife species habitat, 
are those proposed as Priority Wildlife habitat areas. The FEIS/RMP pre-
ferred alternative clarifies management of these areas to include use re-
strictions and permit stipulations applicable to certain minerals and rights-
of-way proposals in order to protect these areas.  Add See D – FW 1.2, D-
SSS 1.2.1 and D-SSS1.2N. 

The vast majority of the areas were determined as described above, yet 
small adjustments were made based on other considerations such as land 
ownership, habitat fragmentation and areas already under special manage-
ment or proposed as such (e.g. WSAs, ACECs), For ease in defining and 
describing the priority area boundaries, section lines were used as much 
as possible. 

Priority Wildlife Habitat areas will be revisited in the Final RMP/FEIS, 
along with realty avoidance and exclusion areas. 
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NGO-NMA-21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NMA Comments Responses 

NGO-NMA-20 
Cont-d. 

NGO-NMA-21:  
Action D-SSS1.2.1 has been revised in the PRMP. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NMA Comments Responses 

NGO-NMA-
22 

NGO-NMA-
23 

NGO-NMA-
24 

NGO-NMA-
25 

NGO-NMA-22: The VRM class objectives are outlined in Volume 2, 
Section 3.2.15, Table 3-23. VRM is provided in Table 2-1 VRM sec-
tion. Management prescriptions are stated in Volume 5 Appendix B - 
Best Management Practices p. 15.  The VRM objectives/classes pro-
vide the visual management standards for the planning, design and de-
velopment of future projects and rehabilitation of existing projects 
(BLM Manual Handbook H-8400). Evaluating future management 
practices is accomplished through the Contrast Rating System (BLM 
Manual Handbook H-8431-1). 

NGO-NMA-23: See response to NGO-NMA-22. 

NGO-NMA-24: See response to NGO-NMA-22. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NMA Comments Responses 

NGO-NMA-25 
Cont  -d. 
 
 
 
 
NGO-NMA-26 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-NMA-27 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-NMA-28 

NGO-NMA-26: Action D-MR 1.1 has been revised in the PRMP.  Also 
see SD-5.4. 

NGO-NMA-27: The suggested rewording is adequately dealt with al-
ready in the sentence “Revegetate reclaimed area, using a variety of na-
tive and nonnative seed mixtures appropriate to a local ecological set-
ting.”  See BLM  Manual 1745 Introduction, Transplant, Augmentation, 
and Reestablishment of Fish, Wildlife, and Plants and  Executive Orders 
11987 and 13112. 

NGO-NMA-28: RMP recognizes valid existing rights- See Section 1.6 
Constraints #6.  For mineral activities authorized by the General Mining 
Law this is already accomplished by law, case law, and applying the reg-
ulations at 43 CFR 3802. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NMA Comments Responses 

NGO-NMA-29 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-NMA-30 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-NMA-31 

NGO-NMA-29: The Osgood Mountain Milkvetch ACEC is the only 
ACEC being considered for locatable mineral withdrawal.  BLM would 
have to amend the LUP to in order to designate ACECs in the areas not 
addressed in this RMP.  ACECs do not, in themselves, cause a mineral 
withdrawal.  The RMP can set the stage for future withdrawals, the 
specifics of which are undefined at the time of writing the document. 
Those would have to go through the formal withdrawal process, and 
would also include review under a separate NEPA document. Should 
Congress act and designate an area Wilderness, that legislation most 
often includes a mineral withdrawal, which like any other withdrawal 
would be subject to valid existing rights. 

NGO-NMA-30: Refer to response NGO-NMA-3. 

NGO-NMA-31: The BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1) 
requires that an RMP consider the designation of Right-of-way avoid-
ance or exclusion areas (areas to be avoided but may be available for 
location of right-of-ways with special stipulations and areas which are 
not available for location of right-of-ways under any conditions). The 
WDO RMP used priority habitat areas and population management unit 
boundaries containing important sage grouse habitat and other im-
portant wildlife habitats to determine avoidance and exclusion areas.  
Management criteria has been developed to allow some uses – See D – 
FW 1.2 and SSS 1.2.1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NMA Comments Responses 
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NGO-NMA-31 
Cont  -d. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-NMA-32 

NGO-NMA-32: Under EO 13175 an Indian tribe is defined as follows: 
“[…]an Indian or Alaska Native tribe, band, nation, pueblo, village, or 
community that the Secretary of the Interior acknowledges to exist as an 
Indian tribe pursuant to the Federally Recognized Indian Tribe List Act of 
1994, 25 U.S.C. 479a.”  Therefore there are no “unidentified Indian 
tribes.” 

The EO 13175 also states: “[…]2) where possible, defer to Indian tribes to 
establish standards; and (3) in determining whether to establish Federal 
standards, consult with tribal officials as to the need for Federal standards 
and any alternatives that would limit the scope of Federal standards or 
otherwise preserve the prerogatives and authority of Indian tribes.” This 
applies to formulating and implementing policies that may have effects on 
tribes. 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NMA Comments Responses 

NGO-NMA-32 
Cont-d. 
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NGO-NMA-33:  

Lands suitable for disposal have been identified in the FEIS/RMP.  Dis-NGO-NMA-33 
posals are governed by FLPMA Title II—Land Use Planning; Land Ac-
quisition and Disposition. 



  

 

   
  

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NMA Comments Responses 

NGO-NMA-34 NGO-NMA-34: The FEIS/RMP has removed Action D-SD 1.1 as the 
action is not consistent with BLM Land Use Planning policy or Planning 
Handbook H-1601-1, Appendix C, pg. 20. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NNSCI Comments Responses 

NGO-
NNSCI-1 

NGO-
NNSCI-2 

NGO-
NNSCI-3 

NGO-NNSCI-1: Comment noted. 

NGO-NNSCI-2: Land health standards are generally broadly applied, 
however BMPs and mitigations measures are project specific to help meet 
those land health standards. 

NGO-NNSCI-3: The BLM adheres to United States Code: Title 43 USC 
666, also known as the McCarran amendment, which requires that federal 
entities waive sovereign immunity and comply with state water law. If 
water law conflicts with management objectives and actions, the BLM 
will defer to state law and seek to use the most effective alternative means 
to manage the health of the land and its multiple uses. 

NV state water law allows for water importation and exportation based on 
water budget, county involvement, and State Engineer approval.  D-WR 
2.1 references mitigation measures which, as with other economic ven-
tures, would be provided by the proponent. Each case will be evaluated to 
determine appropriate mitigation which could include resource damage 
monitoring. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NNSCI Comments Responses 

NGO- 
NNSCI-  3 
Cont  -d. 

NGO-
NNSCI-  4 
 

NGO-
NNSCI-  5 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-
NNSCI-  6 
 
 
 
NGO-
NNSCI-  7 

NGO-NNSCI-4: BLM implements prescribed fire subject to burn plans 
which consider weather and fuel conditions for burning, risk. and con-
tingency planning. 

NGO-NNSCI-5: Management of old growth forests has been revised to 
reflect characteristics of old growth stands and specifics in managing white 
bark pine stands. See D-VF 4.2 and CA SSS 4N. 

NGO-NNSCI-6: Action D-VW 1.1 proposes use of integrated vegetation 
treatment management to control invasive and noxious plants. 

NGO-NNSCI-7: Action D-VW 1.2.2 identifies working with other part-
ners to monitor, control and eradicate invasive and noxious plants. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NNSCI Comments Responses 

NGO-
NNSCI-8 

NGO-
NNSCI-9 

NGO-
NNSCI-10 

NGO-
NNSCI-11 

NGO-
NNSCI-12 

NGO-NNSCI-8: Resilience of vegetative communities is stated in Ob-
jective VR 1. 

NGO-NNSCI-9-Action VR 1.2 includes mechanical and chemical 
treatments to restore or improve rangelands.  

NGO-NNSCI-10: Coordination and cooperation is provided throughout 
the RMP. 

NGO-NNSCI-11: The BLM has developed a range of alternatives - VR 
4.1 See BLM  Manual 1745 Introduction, Transplant, Augmentation, 
and Reestablishment of Fish, Wildlife, and Plants and  Executive Or-
ders 11987 and 13112. Use of ecological site descriptions or state and 
transition models were added to the soils section D-S-1. 

NGO-NNSCI-12: Time frames for seeding burned areas are defined in 
the ES&R Handbook #H-1742-1.  Emergency stabilization actions 
must be taken within 1 year following containment of the fire.  The 
handbook also prioritizes treatment areas to include unique biological 
resources. 

Non-Government Organization - 226 



  

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
  

 
 
 
 

 

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
  

 

      
 

 
  

  
  

    
 

 
 
 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NNSCI Comments 

NGO-
NNSCI-13 

NGO-
NNSCI-14 

NGO-
NNSCI-15 

NGO-
NNSCI-16 

Responses 

NGO-NNSCI-13: The Vegetation Rangeland goal includes protection, 
maintaining, and improving healthy vegetative communities.  Site specific 
restoration objectives are developed on a case-by-case basis in accordance 
with the ES&R handbook. #H-1742-1. 

NGO-NNSCI-14: Objectives VR-r 6 and VR-7 are not listed in any order 
of priority. 

NGO-NNSCI-15: Several factors went into the determination of Priority 
Wildlife Habitat Areas. As a starting point, and through cooperation with 
NDOW, the areas that are designated as Population Management Units 
(PMUs) for the candidate species Greater Sage-grouse were reviewed.  
Many of these areas are also inhabited by the threatened species Lahontan 
Cutthroat Trout (LCT). Of these areas, the ones considered to be the most 
crucial for protection due to presence of at-risk wildlife species habitat, 
are those proposed as Priority Wildlife habitat areas.    The FEIS/RMP 
preferred alternative clarifies management of these areas to include use 
restrictions and permit stipulations applicable to certain minerals and 
rights-of-way proposals in order to protect these areas. Add See D – FW 
1.2, D-SSS 1.2.1 and D-SSS1.2N. 

The vast majority of the areas were determined as described above, yet 
small adjustments were made based on other considerations such as land 
ownership, habitat fragmentation and areas already under special manage-
ment or proposed as such (e.g. WSAs, ACECs), For ease in defining and 
describing the priority area boundaries, section lines were used as much 
as possible. 

NGO-NNSCI-16: See response NGO-NNSCI-7. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NNSCI Comments Responses 

NGO-
NNSCI-17 

NGO-
NNSCI-18 

NGO-
NNSCI-19 

NGO-
NNSCI-20 

NGO-NNSCI-17: TNEB is included in Objective D-WHB-1. 

NGO-NNSCI-18: Action D-WHB 1.7 has been changed to D-WHB 5.3. 
Fertility control agencies have been clarified.  Gather cycles are defined 
int the WHB handbook – H4700-1 and considers population growth from 
a lower AML to an upper AML, over a 4-5 year period. 

NGO-NNSCI-19: Non reproducing herds are addressed at D-WHB 5.4. 

NGO-NNSCI-20: The State Engineer may no longer grant permits to the 
BLM for the beneficial use of stock water.  This does not necessarily ne-
gate permits granted before this decision was made.  Additionally, the 
State Engineer has ruled that wild horses are acceptable as a beneficial 
use under the umbrella of wildlife, Division of Water Resources ruling 
#5489.  See also response NGO-NNSCI-3. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NNSCI Comments Responses 

NGO-
NNSCI-21

NGO-
NNSCI-22
NGO-
NNSCI-23

NGO-
NNSCI-24

NGO-
NNSCI-25

NGO-
NNSCI-26

NGO-
NNSCI-27

NGO-NNSCI-21: Objective CA-WFM 1 and associated management 
actions identifies suppression priorities which include priority habitat 
areas. 

NGO-NNSCI-22: See response to NGO-NNSCI-21. 

NGO-NNSCI-23: Comment noted. 

NGO-NNSCI-24: Action CA 3.3 includes interagency and other part-
nerships to manage fuels. 

NGO-NNSCI-25: Access roads with respect to fuelbreaks are addressed 
in Appendix B-Fuels Management BMPs/SOPs, Number 8. 

NGO-NNSCI-26: BLM has developed a range of alternatives.  LG 1.2 
allows for prescriptive livestock grazing in alternatives A, B, and D.  

NGO-NNSCI-27: This will be further addressed & brought forward in 
the subsequent Transportation & Travel Management Planning process-
es, which would include public outreach. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NNSCI Comments Responses 

NGO-
NNSCI-28 

NGO-
NNSCI-29 

NGO-
NNSCI-30 

NGO-
NNSCI-31 

NGO-
NNSCI-32 

NGO-NNSCI-28: All Renewable Energy Plans of Developments are required to 
be reviewed under NEPA.   This process is a public process.  Local govern-
ments may be invited to be Cooperating Agencies in the NEPA process. 

NGO-NNSCI-29: The Granite Range is designated as an Exclusion area under 
Alternative D.  Please refer to Figure 2-62. The Fox Range and the Pine Forest 
Range are WSAs which in accordance with the Interim Management policy 
there are Excluded from rights of way and discretionary actions. 

NGO-NNSCI-30: See Section FW 1 and D-FW 1.2 which includes coordination 
with NDOw with respect to seasonal closures. 

NGO-NNSCI-31: See response to NGO-NNSCI-27. 

NGO-NNSCI-32: The ACEC boundary was the boundary defined in the ACEC 
nomination submitted by the Nevada Department of Wildlife.   
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-NNSCI Comments Responses 

NGO-
NNSCI-3

NGO-NNSCI-33: Priority wildlife habitat areas have been revised in 
the FEIS/RMP. See D-FW 1.2. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-OAAC Comments Responses 

NGO-OAAC-1: A comprehensive Transportation and Travel 
Management Plan will address these concerns after the ROD for 

NGO-OAAC
-1  

 the RMP is signed. The Transportation and Travel Management 
Plan will be determined with full public participation and input. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-OAAC Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-Pershing County NRAC Comments Responses 

NGO-
Pershin
County
NRAC-

NGO-Pershing County NRAC-1:
 
Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed at the site 

specific or allotment level. see D-LG 1.3. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-Pershing County NRAC Comments Responses 

NGO-
Pershing 
County 
NRAC-2 

NGO-
Pershing 
County 
NRAC-3 

NGO-Pershing County NRAC-2: Specific allotment AUM allocation de-
cisions are addressed at the site specific or allotment level. TNR is a dis-
cretionary management action that may be authorized if forage is tempo-
rarily available and SRH and short term monitoring criteria have been 
met. The decision to authorize TNR grazing is made at implementation 
level and on a case by case basis.  Refer to LG 1.11.  A range of closure 
options was presented in LG 1.3.  The FEIS/RMP reflects areas closed to 
livestock grazing based on public comments received on the Draft RMP/ 
DEIS, reviews by cooperating agencies, compliance with BLM regula-
tions and policy, and district management and staff review. 

NGO-Pershing County NRAC-3: Specific allotment AUM allocation de-
cisions are addressed at the site specific or allotment level.   Grazing must 
conform with 43 CFR 4180, and if livestock are determined to be a causal 
factor for nonattainment of standards, then a reduction in AUMs may be 
necessary to achieve the Standards for Rangeland Health.  Adjustments in 
livestock and forage allocation would be implemented based on monitor-
ing data or site-specific resource evaluations.  See Management Actions 
LG 1.3.1. Closure of allotments near Rye Patch are not proposed in the 
PRMP, See LG 1.2  BLM is required to ensure RMPs developed under 
FLPMA are consistent with state and local land use plans only if con-
sistent with Federal Law. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-Pershing County NRAC Comments Responses 

NGO-Pershing 
County NRAC-
1 

NGO-Pershing 
County NRAC-
2 

NGO-Pershing County NRAC-1: See response to NGO-Pershing County 
NRAC-1. 

NGO-Pershing County NRAC-2: The State Engineer may no longer 
grant permits to the BLM for the beneficial use of stock water.  This does 
not necessarily negate permits granted before this decision was made.  
Additionally, the State Engineer has ruled that wild horses are acceptable 
as a beneficial use under the umbrella of wildlife, Division of Water Re-
sources ruling #5489.  The BLM adheres to United States Code: Title 43 
USC 666, also known as the McCarran amendment, which requires that 
federal entities waive sovereign immunity and comply with state water 
law. If water law conflicts with management objectives and actions, the 
BLM will defer to state law and seek to use the most effective alternative 
means to manage the health of the land and its multiple uses.   
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-Pershing County NRAC Comments Responses 

NGO-Pershing 
County NRAC-
3 

NGO-Pershing 
County NRAC-
4 

NGO-Pershing 
County NRAC-
5 

NGO-Pershing County NRAC-3: Alternative B (Action B-VF 3.5) allows 
for commercial harvest of woodland products. The traditional values of 
Christmas Tree cutting have been taken into account in the development 
of these alternatives.  Currently Christmas tree cutting is allowed in most 
of the Stillwater Range. Under all alternatives, except C, Christmas Tree 
cutting would be allowed. Some overharvested areas have been and 
would continue to be closed under some alternatives in order to allow 
regrowth. Additional restrictions on pinyon cutting and other woodland 
products have been recommended under some alternatives to protect Na-
tive American values. 

NGO-Pershing County NRAC-4: BLM is required to comply with the 
requirements of FLPMA.  BLM does have jurisdiction to manage wildlife 
habitat on public lands administered by BLM. 

NGO-Pershing County NRAC-5: Valid rights of way are legally protect-
ed, assuming they are an established, valid existing right. Grazing is regu-
lated by the Taylor Grazing Act and FLPMA, which is a privilege, not a 
right. Grazing is a privilege as defined by Taylor Grazing Act 315b and 
CFR 43 CFR 4130.2(c); and specifies that grazing privileges “shall be 
adequately safeguarded” but that the creation of a grazing district or issu-
ance of a permit does not create “any right, title, interest, or estate in or to 
the land...”  BLM adheres to FLPMA 202(c)(a) with respect to local plan 
consistency.  BLM is required to insure that RMPs developed under FLP-
MA are consistent with State and local land use plans only if consistent 
with Federal law. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-Pershing County NRAC Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-PLANHDC Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-PLANHDC Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-PLANHDC Comments Responses 

NGO-
PLANHDC-1 
 
 
 
 
NGO-
PLANHDC-2 
 

NGO-PLANHDC-1: Although biological crust can cause some ad-
verse affects, the majority are beneficial.  Refer to Technical Refer-
ence 1730-2 Biological Soil Crusts: Ecology and Management. 

NGO-PLANHDC–2: In regard to the water sources in riparian are-
as: Action CA-WR 3.1.  The BLM adheres to United States Code: 
Title 43 USC 666, also known as the McCarran amendment, which 
requires that federal entities waive sovereign immunity and comply 
with state water law. If water law conflicts with management objec-
tives and actions, the BLM will defer to state law and seek to use 
the most effective alternative means to manage the health of the 
land and its multiple uses. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-PLANHDC Comments Responses 

NGO-
PLANHDC-3

NGO-
PLANHDC-4

NGO-PLANHDC-3: 
Comment noted. 

NGO-PLANHDC-4:  The State Engineer has ruled that wild hors-
es are acceptable as a beneficial use under the umbrella of wild-
life, Division of Water Resources ruling #5489.   See also re-
sponse to NGO-PLANHDC-2. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-PLANHDC Comments Responses 

NGO-
PLANHDC-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-
PLANHDC-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-
PLANHDC-7 

NGO-PLANHDC-5:
 
FW1.6 stresses restoring , protecting and improving wildlife hab-
itat by utilizing vegetation manipulation treatments.  Prescribed 

grazing is addressed in LG1.11.
 

NGO-PLANHDC-6: This RMP does not address the NCA.  The 

NCA RMP was finalized in 2004.
 

NGO-PLANHDC-7: The FEIS/RMP includes management ac-
tions that address prescribed grazing.  Action VR 3.1.1 allows for 

short term prescribed grazing within Emergency Stabilization and
 
Rehabilitation areas in order to achieve resource objectives. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-PLANHDC Comments Responses 

NGO-
PLANHDC 
-8 

NGO-
PLANHDC 
-9 

NGO-
PLANHDC 
-10  

NGO-
PLANHDC 
-11 

NGO-PLANHDC-8: 
Comment noted. 

NGO-PLANHDC-9:  A Comprehensive Transportation & Travel Man-
agement Plan (CTTMP) will address these concerns after the ROD for 
the RMP is signed. The CTTMP will be determined with full public 
participation & input. 

NGO-PLANHDC-10: Comment noted. 

NGO-PLANHDC-11: A range of alternatives were developed that 
address varying use restrictions and historic trails management – See 
CR 6.0 to 6.10.  The Historic Trails section was also updated. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-PLANHDC Comments Responses 

NGO-
PLANHDC 
-12 

NGO-
PLANHDC 
-13 

NGO-PLANHDC-12:
 
Wilderness Study Areas are not designated in the RMP. 


NGO-PLANHDC-13:
 
Outside the scope of this RMP. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-Sagebrush Comments Responses 

NGO-
Sagebrush-1

NGO-Sagebrush-1:
 
The FEIS/RMP allows for voluntary  relinquishment of grazing
 
preferences. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-Sierra Club Comments Responses 

NGO-Sierr  a 
Club-1 
  

NGO-Sierr  a 
Club-2   

NGO-Sierra Club-1: The planning issues identified were based on public
 
scoping comments.   


The BLM has conducted additional analysis for climate change in the 

FEIS. This analysis includes greenhouse gases, major economic sectors 

contributing to emissions that are subject to BLM land use management
 
practices, global mean temperature changes and future trends. See Chap-
ter 3 Air Quality.  


NGO-Sierra Club-2: 

BLM prepares land use plan evaluations.  Based on the last evalua-
tion, it was determined that a new land use plan  needed to be devel-
oped to address new and emerging issues.
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-Sierra NGO-Sierra Club Comments 
Club-2 
Cont-d 

NGO-Sierra 
Club-3 

NGO-Sierra 
Club-4 

NGO-Sierra 
Club-5 

NGO-Sierra 
Club-6 

NGO-Sierra 
Club-7 

NGO-Sierra 
Club-8 

Responses 

NGO-Sierra Club-3: 

The Water Resources Management Goal is shown in Table 2-1.  Per-
forming a district wide assessment of total water needs would be an un-
dertaking of unreasonable proportions. The BLM intends to incremental-
ly assess water needs and move forward with management actions relat-
ed to those needs. 


NGO-Sierra Club-4: 

WR 2.3 gives a range of alternatives with respect to water importation
 
and exportation.  D-WR 2.3 would only allow exportation and importa-
tion if projects do not exceed the perennial yield of the source basin. 


NGO-Sierra Club-5: 

A range of alternatives has been provided in VR 3.1, VR 4.3, SSS 1.5,
 
LG 1.10, LG 1.11 that address prescribed grazing.  Based on the com-
ment, prescribed grazing was added to clarify alternatives VR 1.2, VR 

8.1 and WFM 2.1.   

NGO-Sierra Club-6: 

Fuelbreaks would be constructed based on implementation of BMPs and 

SOPs found in Appendix B Fuels Management.
 

NGO-Sierra Club-7: 

Refer to Appendix L.
 

NGO-Sierra Club-8: Comment noted.
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-Sierra Club Comments Responses 

NGO-Sierra 
Club-9 

NGO-Sierra 
Club-10 

NGO-Sierra 
Club –11  

NGO-Sierra Club-9: WH&B gathers would still be subject to site specific 
NEPA compliance. 

NGO-Sierra Club-10: Action D-LG 1.3.1 addresses management actions 
should non-attainment of standards and guidelines occur as a result of 
livestock or WH&Bs.  Action D-LG 1.5 includes monitoring to assess 
standards and guidelines. 

NGO-Sierra Club-11: Separate recreation management plans will be de-
veloped for each SRMA which would undergo through individual NEPA 
process, including public participation. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-Sierra Club Comments Responses 

NGO-Sierra 
Club–12 

NGO-Sierra 
Club-13 

NGO-Sierra 
Club –14 

NGO-Sierra 
Club—15  

NGO-Sierra 
Club—16  

NGO-Sierra Club-12: Sustainable development as proposed applies to 
the realty and minerals sections.  Re-use strives to focus development 
in previously disturbed areas. 

NGO-Sierra Club-13: Efforts of this type are included in the BLM’s 
goal of moving toward a greater percentage of riparian areas reaching 
PFC. 

NGO-Sierra Club-14: See response to NGO-Sierra Club-1. Climate 
change was added to the air quality section, in Chapter 3.  BLM re-
vised the cumulative impact sections by resource or resource use. Sec-
tion 4.1.3 recognizes renewable energy as reasonable foreseeable fu-
ture actions. 

NGO-Sierra Club-15: Site specific NEPA analysis would be complet-
ed prior to permitting ground water use projects.  Specific impacts to 
and mitigation for air quality would be addressed. 

NGO-Sierra Club-16: According to FLPMA, Sec. 102 (8), BLM must 
managed public lands to protect resource values.  BLM uses a combi-
nation of mitigation measures, prevention, and avoidance to reduce 
impacts while providing for multiple use and sustained yield. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-Take Action Comments Responses 

NGO-Take 
Action-1 

NGO-Take 
Action-2 

NGO-Take 
Action-3 

NGO-Take 
Action-4 

NGO-Take 
Action-5 
NGO-Take 
Action-6 

The BLM received approximately 3,814 form letters listing comments identified 
in NGO-Take Action.  The BLM therefore considers the responses to this form 
letter as applicable to all form letters received listing the same comments.  It 
should be noted the form generated by Take Action allowed submitters to add 
additional comments.  Added comments on the form ranged from concern over 
the ranching/mining industry and development, concern over how horses are 
treated during gathering operations, the desire to protect horses and burros as part 
of our national  treasure, to be kind to the wild horses, and to leave them alone. 
Many of the added comments were in disagreement with the BLM and its Wild 
Horse and Burro program and the use of tax dollars to gather the animals. 

The BLM manages public lands for multiple uses, one of which is for wild horses 
and burros (WH&B). The appropriate management levels (AMLs) for wild horse 
and burros were set in conjunction with the animal unit months (AUMs) for live-
stock grazing and wildlife. The appropriate management levels were set to 
achieve a thriving natural ecological balance on the public lands. 

The BLM complies with the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971 
and uses the most humane tools during gathering; 43 CFR, Part 4740.1, states 
that “motor vehicles and aircraft may be used by the authorized officer in all 
phases of the administration of the Act, except that no motor vehicle or aircraft, 
other than helicopter, shall be used for the purpose of herding or chasing wild 
horses or burros for capture or destruction. All such use shall be conducted in a 
humane manner.” 

NGO-Take Action-1:  There is a range of alternatives in the RMP regarding the 
distribution of AUMs among livestock and WH&B, along with a no livestock 
grazing alternative. 

NGO-Take Action-2: See above.  BLM is mandated to manage WH&B in ac-
cordance with the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971. 

NGO-Take Action-3:  Habitat for WH&B is composed of four essential compo-
nents: forage, water, cover, and space. These components must be present within 
the HMA in sufficient amounts to sustain healthy WH&B populations and 
healthy rangelands over the long term. If they are not present in sufficient 
amounts, the authorized officer should consider amending or revising the LUP to 
remove the area’s designation as an HMA. If the decision is made to return a 
designated HMA to HA status, the total population of WH&B should then be 
gathered and removed. See BLM Manual Section 4710.3. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-Take Action Comments Responses 

NGO-Take Action-4:  When establishing AML, the analysis shall include an 
in-depth evaluation of intensive monitoring data or land health assessment. 
Intensive monitoring data shall include studies of grazing utilization, range 
ecological condition and trend, actual use, and climate (weather) data. Popu-
lation inventory, use patterns and animal distribution should also be consid-
ered. A minimum of three to five years of data is preferred. Progress toward 
attainment of other site-specific and landscape-level management objectives 
should also be considered. H-4700-1. 

NGO-Take Action-5:  A range of alternatives is provided for allocating 
AUMs between livestock and WH&B. Action A-C 1.10 and Action D 5.7 . 

NGO-Take Action-6:  See response to NGO-Take Action-3. 

NGO-Take Action-7:  Comment noted. 

NGO-Take Action-8:  The RMP addresses a range of alternatives for manag-
ing WH&B. 

NGO-Take Action-9:  Comment noted. 

NGO-Take Action-10: Management of big game species and populations are 
under the jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and is 
outside the scope of this analysis.  See section 1.6 Planning Criteria and Leg-
islative Constraints #3. The BLM works in cooperation with NDOW in the 
management of big game habitat.  Under a multiple-use mandate, the BLM 
strives to achieve a balanced management of public land resources.  

NGO-Take Action-11:  The RMP addresses a range of alternatives and lists 
BMPs, SOPs and mitigation to minimize impacts from ORV racing. 

NGO-Take Action-12:  Comment noted. 

NGO-Tak  e 
Action-7 

NGO-Tak  e 
Action-8 

NGO-Tak  e 
Action-9 
NGO-Tak  e 
Action-1  0 
           -11 
 

           -12 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TCSCWC Comments Responses 

NGO-
TCSCWC-1

NGO-
TCSCWC-2

NGO-TCSCWC-1: BLM has identified lands having wilderness charac-
teristics in the RMP.   The Pershing County Wilderness Working Group 
recommendations have been carried forward for the wilderness character-
istics included in this RMP.  The Pine Forest working group recommen-
dations are being considered by Congress and are likely to be enacted on 
prior to the finalization of this RMP/EIS.  Ultimately WSA status and 
boundaries would be determined by Congressional action. 

NGO-TCSCWC-2: The BLM will protect wilderness characteristics 
through land use planning and project level decisions unless the BLM 
determines that impairment of wilderness characteristics is appropriate 
and consistent with other applicable requirements of the law and other 
resource management considerations. 

The BLM will consider such lands through an open, transparent and pub-
lic planning process with full public participation and input. 
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NGO-TWS Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

NGO-TWS-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-TWS-2 
 

NGO-TWS-1: See Action C-WSA 2.1. 

NGO-TWS-2: See Action C-WSA 2.1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 
NGO-TWS-2 
Cont-d 

NGO-TWS-3 NGO-TWS-3: The Citizens Proposal put forward by the Pershing Coun-
ty Checkerboard Lands Committee for Wilderness Characteristics In-
ventory has been adopted by this RMP.  This Citizens Group and the 
BLM determined that the Lava Beds did not meet the criteria for Wil-
derness Characteristics. 

NGO-TWS-4 NGO-TWS-4: See Action C-WSA 2.1. 

NGO-TWS-5: BLM adheres to the Interim Management Plan. 

NGO-TWS-5 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

NGO-TWS-6 
 
 
NGO-TWS-7 
 

NGO-TWS-6: The RMP proposes areas that are closed to Geothermal 
and Right of Way activities. Refer to MR4, MR 6.2, RE 1.2 and 1.3, 
and LR 5.3. 

NGO-TWS-7: See response to NGO-TWS-6. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

NGO-TWS-8 
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NGO-TWS-8:
 
See response to NGO-TWS-6.
 



  

 

  
  

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

NGO-TWS-9 
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NGO-TWS-9: 
The Travel Management Plan will be completed within the life span of 
this RMP. 



  

 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

NGO-TWS-10  
 NGO-TWS-10:  


See response to NGO-Sierra Club-1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

NGO-TWS-10  
Cont  -d. 

NGO-TWS-11  NGO-TWS-11:  

See response to NGO-Sierra Club-1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-
TWS-11  
Cont  -d. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-
TWS-12  

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

NGO-TWS-12:  

See response to NGO-Sierra Club-1. 
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